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fact that the nation itself still attached supreme importance to
the foreign issue, and secondly by the fact that the only statesman
among them was the foreign minister, who was entirely absorbed
in foreign politics. In 1927, when, in the sphere which he had
made so peculiarly his own, so much remained to be done, it
was inevitable that Stresemann should view national problems
almost solely from the point of view of their effect upon events
in that sphere. He felt instinctively that the victory should be
completed on the international front where the spectacular
success had been gained, and that, until it was completed, a policy
of makeshifts would do at home. Actually the position was that,
if the Republic was to continue to exist—and after all it was
an essential condition, perhaps the essential condition of the
success of foreign policy, that Germany should exist as a demo-
cratic republic—it was quite hopeless to continue with a system of
makeshifts. What was wanted was a home policy as vigorous, as
clear, and as promising of success as the foreign policy. Now the
Nationalist capitulation to the Republic which was saved by its
sincerity from being a humiliating capitulation, the coming into
line with the other parties of the only formidable anti-democratic,
anti-republican party made it possible for the statesmen to
abandon a policy of makeshifts and to make an energetic effort
to turn the existing political chaos into order. That was the real
importance of the Nationalist action, not the relief it brought to
Stresemann, to whom Nationalist opposition had in the end proved
so ineffective, and to whose policy even in its third and most
daring stage that opposition would hardly have proved more
formidable.
It is important, one feels, to make the situation clear, and for
that reason the narrative is interrupted by this and the following
chapter, for which apology may be due to the reader who may
prefer a story to a cloudy political disquisition. He should also
be warned against regarding them as more than an attempt at
explanation in which there is grave danger of representing what
is a part to be the whole, of confusing present and future, and
representing as decisive then forces which were decisive only
later, of being definite where no definiteness exists, of dogma-

